Abstract
Pakistan, Ceylon and then Indonesia. Initially, the Dutch considered the Institute as a possibility to influence their former colonies by training bureaucrats, policy and decision makers. The Institute has trained and influenced the thinking of future policy-makers across the globe. Since 2009, it functions as a University Institute sui generis within the Erasmus University of Rotterdam (EUR). The overall mission of ISS is to be a research-led graduate school in social sciences that is teaching-based, contributes to public debates and influences public opinion and policy-making on issues of development, equity and social justice worldwide. ISS is one of the oldest and largest centers for the comparative study and research of social, political and economic development. Until today, most of the students come from developing countries and countries in transition and also the teaching staff is comprised of a diverse group. ISS offers a 15.5 months MA programme and a four-year PhD programme in Development Studies and several postgraduate diploma programmes and tailor-made short courses. The ISS master's programme is policy-oriented and combines different strands of modern social sciences stretching from political sciences to youth and gender studies, as well as human rights, environment, and economics. The institute currently offers five majors, namely (i) Agrarian, Food and Environmental Studies, (ii) Economics of Development, (iii) Governance, Policy, and Political Economy, (iv) Human Rights, Gender and Conflict Studies: Social justice Perspectives and (v) Social Policy for Development.
Currently, 48 academic staff members coming from more than 15 different nations are employed and the MA program is comprised of 166 MA students from 46 countries reaching from Afghanistan to Cameron and Ethiopia, stretching to South America and the United States and including students from Asian countries as diverse as Bangladesh, Indonesia, the Philippines, and Japan to name just some of the countries. In this multi-ethnic setting where awareness for social and gender-justice is one of the teaching missions it is of particular interest ascertain whether teaching evaluations are sensitive to gender and ethnicity.
Brief Literature Review
The existing literature on teaching, teaching quality and assessment tends to focus on teacher quality such as experience and ability, and mainly considers teacher quality at school and not university level (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Rivers and Sanders, 2002; Hanushek et al., 2005) .
A completely different strand of the literature looks at the gender wage gap and the discrimination of women in the labour market and these studies repeatedly point at a negative gender effect on wages (Blau and Kahn, 2000; Weichselbaumer and Winter-Ebmer, 2005; Azier, 2010) . A wide range of explanations have been put forward to explain the reasons for this pay gap, ranging from sex-selected occupational choices (Petersen and Morgan, 1995; Turner and Bowen, 1999) to more favourable promotion opportunities for men (Arulampalam et al., 2007) to name just two. MacNell et al. (2014) are the first to combine these two strands of the literature by studying the discrimination of female teachers in student evaluations. In their experiment they find that women get lower grades in student evaluations. This finding can further contribute to our understanding of gender wage gaps. Teaching evaluations are a direct performance evaluation by clients, that is to say students. Such evaluations are increasingly used to decide on promotions. The findings by MacNell et al. (2014) complements a previous study about stereotyping in teaching evaluations being associated with the gender of both the teacher and the student. Bachen et al. (1999) analyzed five factors reflecting teaching characteristics consistent with both stereotypically masculine and feminine traits revealing a significant interaction between student gender and professor gender. Moreover, Be Schmidt has developed an online tool to search for words used to describe male and female teachers in about 14 million reviews from RateMyProfessor.com. Across academic disciplines. Men are far more likely to be considered funny. And not only that, they are more likely to be considered brilliant and genius whereas women are more likely to be rated annoying, strict and harsh. In line with gendered stereotyping women are more likely to be considered as nice, helpful and friendly. In turn, when it comes to the attribute 'competent' results are mixed. Yet, women are more likely to be rated incompetent.
Our paper contributes to the link between gender and teacher evaluation based on five academic years of data for more than 50 courses annually and a total of 90 teaching staff members.
Empirical Approach
Teaching culture at ISS is ideal to test the effects of gender on teaching evaluations. The challenge with research about teacher quality is that it is hard to account for self-selection of female teachers into certain types courses.
Ideally, one should study teaching evaluations by the same students in the same course for female and male teacher in order to get a proper assessment of gender bias. At the ISS we can do exactly this: Many courses at the ISS are co-taught -often between females and males. We have a sample of 663 course-teacher observations for five consecutive years of teaching starting in the academic year 2010-11. Roughly 43.9 percent of observed teacher evaluations in our sample pertain to women, 74.1 percent of courses are co-taught and 63.5 percent co-taught by mixed gender teams. Also note that our data suggests that female teachers are more likely to co-teach.
We employ a linear regression model controlling for female teachers and non-Caucasian teachers with two dummy variables. The specification looks as follows:
where the outcome variable Teaching_gradeict corresponds to the teaching evaluation teacher i has gotten for course c in year t. The dummy variable femaleict codes for female teachers and the dummy variable Non_Caucasionict for ethnic origin. We are interested in the coefficients βf and βN-C associated with these two variables. If the coefficients are negative, statistically significant and of meaningful magnitude, we observe discrimination along the gender and ethnic dimension.
However, the error term εict in the above specification is not independently and identically distributed and thus the specification suffers from endogeneity bias as teachers self-select into courses according to their tastes and the taste of women and ethnic minorities might be different. Therefore, we augment the above specification in various ways. First, we add course-specific fixed effects λc. To allow for changes in the perception of teaching evaluations over time we further include time specific effects tt and finally we combine these two effects in the most demanding econometric specification and incorporate course-year-fixed effects allowing us to capture course specific heterogeneity. We can do so as the majority of ISS courses are co-taught. Last but not least we control for other observable course and teacher characteristics to ensure that our results are not driven by omitted variables. These characteristics include the number of student participants, the proportion of students evaluating the course and whether the observed teacher is the course leader. For a subsample of teachers we can also control for age.
As we expect the error term to be correlated within courses we cluster them at the level of the fixed effects.
Data
For five years, teaching evaluations at ISS have been based on the same questionnaire across courses resulting in more than 650 comparable teaching evaluations for a total of more than 250 courses. Table 1 presents the number of courses offered per academic year and the number of teachers giving them. Over time we observe a steady decline in the number of courses offered which reflects the reorganization of the MA programs from 15 into 5 majors. The reorganization of courses was achieved by combing courses that had a high degree of overlap and strengthening the profile of the remaining courses. Similarly, the number of teachers decreased from 62 in 2010-11 to 46 in 2014-15. However, the course evaluations for the academic year 2014-15 cover only two out of three terms and even in this year the institute had employed as many as 48 teachers. Moreover, in the course of the institute's integration with Erasmus University it underwent a major restructuring resulting in a reduction of teaching staff resulting in an increase in the student-staff ratio. For this reason we do not only control for time trends in our main empirical specification but for course-year-specific effects and we include the number of student participants per course as control variable in the empirical specification. Next we turn to the descriptive statistics associated with the teaching evaluations. They are presented in Table 2 . The average teaching grade is 4.3 on a 1 to 5 scale indicating that on average the courses are well-perceived by the students. Of the 663 courses under study there are some 13 courses that obtained the maximum of 5 points but there is also course with a score as low as 1.8 points. The average and the median course grade are identical indicating that the descriptive statistics are not driven by extreme values. Almost half the evaluations, namely 43.9 percent, are for female teachers. Moreover, more than one third of the observations are for teachers of Non-Caucasian background indicating the ethnic diversity of the teaching staff. Table 2 : Descriptive statistics. The unit of observation are teaching evaluations.
Next we turn to observable course characteristics: The student response rate to the teaching evaluations is as high as 87.0 percent. This is driven by the fact that exam grades are released late for students who did not complete the course evaluation. The average course consist of 31 students.
Almost one third of the observed teacher evaluations are for course leaders reflecting again that the majority of the courses are co-taught. We only have information about the age of the teaching staff for 581 of the 663 observations. In the sub-sample the average age of the teacher is 48 years.
In our empirical specification we will also include interaction terms to identify through which channels teaching scores can be affected. To this end we interact the ethnicity and the gender dummy showing that 16.6 percent of the observations are for Non-White, female teachers. This shows that roughly half the course evaluations for Non-White teachers are for female teachers. We further interact course leadership with the gender of the teacher. Compared to men women are less likely to be course leaders. Women account only for one third of the course leaders.
We also compared the average characteristics for the two sub-samples of female and male teachers. Considering a simple average we do not find any statistically significant differences in course evaluations for women and men. Moreover, except for course leadership and age we find that the two subsamples are similar. The picture looks similar when splitting the sample along the ethnic dimension. Here we do not observe any statistically significant raw differences in means. Detailed results by ethnicity are not presented for the sake of brevity but can be made available by the authors upon request. Table 3 : Main results. Standard errors are clustered at the course level in specifications 1 to 3 and at the course-year level in specification 4. */ **/ *** p < 0.10/0.05/0.01, respectively.
Results
Is there really bias in students' rating of teachers? The simple comparison of means suggest no such bias. In Table 3 , we present findings from a multivariate analysis. Column 1 reveals that jointly controlling for gender and ethnicity in teaching grades suggests that female and Non-White teachers get lower grades as both coefficient estimates are negative. However, the estimates are not statistically significant. Yet, in this simple regression model we are ignoring that teachers and students self-select into courses. Falling to control for course characteristics leads to attenuation bias. In other words, course characteristics are correlated with the gender of teachers and bias the correlation to zero. Needless to say, comparing teaching grades from a statistics and a history course is like comparing apples and oranges. Therefore, we account for course-specific effects in Column 2 of Table3. Accounting for course-fixed effects, we find that female teachers receive considerably lower teaching grades. The coefficient estimate seems to suggest a relatively small effect as it corresponds to only 2.9 percent of the average grade. However, taking into account that the average teaching score is with 4.3 rather high and the distribution is very tight around the mean as indicated by the standard deviation of 0.4, the estimated effect is substantial. It explains 27.5 percent of the sample standard deviation. The magnitude of our result is in line with the online experiment by MacNell et al. (2014) . The study reports an effect of 0.15 on a five-point Likert scale. The coefficient associated with being Non-Caucasian has changed sign and remains statistically insignificant suggesting that along the ethnic dimension there is no discrimination. To assess whether these findings are robust, we further control for changes over time (Table 3 , Column 3). When including time-fixed effects the coefficient estimates remain virtually unchanged. Finally, we replace the separate course-fixed and time effects by course-year specific effects allowing each and every course to be different (Table 3 , Column 4). Comparing grades between female and male teacher within the same course environment and the same group of students allows us to account for self-selection into the type of courses and overall course characteristics. Again, results are virtually unchanged suggesting gender but no ethnic discrimination.
We further explore the robustness of these results in Table 4 . We try to "explain" away the gender effect as much as possible by controlling for observable characteristics of courses and teachers. The remaining effect (after controlling for observables characteristics) can then plausibly be attributed to gender discrimination. This technique is known as the "Oaxaca decomposition" and used in labor economics to study labor market discrimination of women. In Column 1 of Table 4 we report the last regression result of Table 3 again. In Column 2 we include course characteristics such as the number of participants and the response rate to the teaching evaluation. The number of participants does not have an impact on the teaching grade, however the response rate does. It suggest that a higher response rate is better for the teachers as it averages out extreme responses. In Column 3 we account for course leadership. Course leaders tend to be significantly higher evaluated as compared to non-leaders. In terms of size the coefficient estimates offsets the negative impact of gender: statistical equality of the coefficient estimates cannot be rejected. Therefore, we proceed by further studying this channel and interact both gender and ethnicity, and gender and course leadership (Table  4 , Column 4). The interaction term associated with ethnicity does not alter our finding with respect to the lack of an ethnicity bias. It further suggests that women of Non-Caucasian origin are not additionally disadvantaged in the grade they obtain in their teaching evaluations by their ethnic background. Once we include the interaction term associated with course leadership the direct effect of course leadership disappears with all the positive effect of course leadership applying to female course leaders. This finding suggests that in the context of co-teaching women can boost their course evaluations by taking on course leadership.
Age is another possible avenue for discrimination. However, we only have age information for a subsample of 62 of the 90 teachers observed in our sample resulting in a subsample of 581 observations. When estimating the model for the sub-sample including age we find an inverse Urelated relationship between age and teaching scores that is statistically significant. The turning point is age 44. This corresponds to the time when academics have obtained tenure and a full professorship. Including age in the specification does not alter the negative gender impact. To assure that the smaller sample for the age estimations is not biased we re-estimate the basic model with course-year fixed effects and only the gender and ethnicity dummy. We obtain the same negative impact on gender and again no impact on ethnicity.
Thus, accounting for self-selection into courses we find a negative impact of teacher gender on teaching evaluations. According to the smallest coefficient estimate we explain 22.6 percent of the sample standard deviation, the largest coefficient estimate suggest that we explain as much as 29.3 percent of the sample standard deviation. These coefficient estimates are very close suggesting that our findings are robust. Moreover, we found that women can improve their teaching scores by taking on course leadership. One has to keep in mind, however, that this is only a partial remedy to the gender bias in teaching evaluations as course leadership comes with an additional workload. 
